REMARKS 

Claims 1-6, and 8-9 are pending in the present application and stasid rejected. By 
the above amendment, chiims 1-6 and 8-9 have been cance!!ed without prejudice and 
rephiced by new claims 10-19. 

Aniendmertt to the Specification 

Applicants contend lliat tlie Examiner incorrectly assei ts that the previously filed 
firnendnjervl of 12/7/2{)(>7 (arKl other previous arnendrneiits) contain?; new matter or 
otherw-ise attempts to estabiish relationships that did not previousiy exist. .Applicants have 
made several good taith attempts to address the Examiner's 1 12 rejections and new matter 
objections to no avail Tiie Examiner repeatediy contends in the OtTice Action that 
..Applicarns essentiaily do not seeni to understand tiie issues presented oi" explained by the 
Exaniiner. This is true To sotne extent, but only because of the tact that the 1 i2 rejections 
and new matter (ibjections are so patently erroneous, Applicants have found it difficult to 
understand what the Examiner is seeking. 

in fact, despite rjunierous attempts by the .Appiicairts at addressing these issues. 
Applicants have been met with reiemless objections by the Exa.minef based on conchisory 
assertions and witii no suggestions or guidance by the Examiner with respect to claim 
aniendn?en!.s that would be acceptable to the Examiner to resolve these issues 
Accordinjiiy., at this point, the fix a miner's continued objechons/rejechons in this regard 
leading to protracted and unnecessary prosecution. 

Notwithstanding, in the interests of ccKiperation, .A^pplicants have once again 
amended the specification in one last sincere effort to address the Examiner's issues and 
hopefuOy resolve any remaining 112 or new matter issues. The specification amendments 
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are ail supported. T he changes made to elements 104a and 104b are supported by FiG. 1 . 
Tlie avfiendtneiu with regard to the addition of the pluase The senj.ce.e^^^^^ 
synchronised communications through a session manaiier as well as asvnchionized 
conM-?iunication;i through a queue manager is clearly supponed by Claim 4 as originally 
tiled and the iiUiStrattons ofiite queue and sessioti manager blocks in FIG. i and Table 1. 

The anieiidnsents nuide to tlie brief descriptions ol'F'ig -l and Fig, 5 are vvliolly 
supported by the illustrations in l^lGs. 1, 4 and 5 as well as corresponding text of the 
specification. 

Moreover,, the specification amendment adding the clause 
,X.he de\lce-||l.atfw^^^ 

device, for tiansforming the infornKUion representation XML, into a tile format which is 
adapted for various devices for displaying and transforming among communication 
protocols based on the script language of various devices st<>red in the device profde 
is supported by the disclosure of claim 6 as originally tiled 

in short, the above specitlcation amendments are fully supported and do not 
constitute new matter or otherwise attempt to establish relationships that did not previously 
exist, 

Cii^im Rejecttons - §lt2 

Claims 1 and 4 stand rejected under .>5 V.^.C >jn2, fusi pa.ragrapb for the ieasons 
presented by the Jr;,Kaminer in paragraphs 16 and \ ~ in the fVftke ,-\otion. Applicants 
contend that these rejections are improper for at least those reasons previcaisly asserted by 
Applicants The ,E\aminer fails to understand that the Written Description Requirement 
Q?).!.y..regijires that one (rfctrdinary skili m (he arl. %m-uM fmd that at (he time offiiifig of the 
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aj'plicatioyi (he AppHcanon had possession of the claimed subject mailer hy viniie of 
explicit, uuplicii and inhereni disclosure afki feach/ffgs i^s provided by the iexiuu/ 
dcscripiiotf and drawiug dlusirations o f the spccijicaiio}), as well as hy gemral limm ledge 
of one of ordinary skill in (he art. Despile Uie Examiner's asseilions to the comiary, the 
Examiner lias ignored these legal requirements and continues to interpret the written 
description requireineni as requiiiiig specific vvntten, verbatim disclosure. 
Notwithstanding, the speciilc i£;iections of claim 1 and 4 are essentiaiiy moot by virtue of 
claims 1 and 4 being canceled without prejudice. 
Claim Reiectiotts - §102 

riain)sl-2, 4 and stand reieott-d undot I S ^ io:: as benig anticipated 
I onKHh The specific je|cctions are moot l>\ \ ii ate of ihe clmms bcuiii LanLcied 
Without pit- judice flowesei \Mth regard to claim 1(» \ppiicants >,ontendthat LonToth is 
legalK detk'sent to establish a pnma tacic case <>f anticipation auasnst claim If) 

Foi example at the \ei\ least I oiHOih does not disc-tosc oi suggest a •'■enuc 
ahstfui tiO't hnet U> (n enable seanik (/tLt'ss U) ddkteni ixpc s of setriLCs ihtotigh 
inviKatioti ol hatUnd data simne\ tlvow^h stv i ilC h uippei \ k heiein <.a<.h se/ 1 itc 
5( /appei ptoMdc\ a \iandaid mteifate lo a <.<>!, 'e^iponJ/t/g^nh (>f the Jitfeieni t\pe\ ol 
sei vh t s I'tkl ni) nansf'tni /)<?. Lutt data f<ni}>at \ into Wit lotniaaed do<. unhut^. 

Ihel \rimmei contends that the Wtl gaieuas s t232,234> of Fig 2oflon{oih ase 
sen iCe adapteis Uii wrappeis) foj each of the ser\ iCes that uansfuiiiis between sei \ ice 
icsponscs and XML icsponscs ihe L\anti!tci'i> mtcrprctation of the subject maitei (if 
Lomotil is seetiiingK iticotiect i oniolh specitlk,a!l\ lea^-hes that l//vv/';^?^<'^s^'/ !e\p<>iid'> 
to requesi hy getteraied .XML .stnictured request ohjecis with itnresoived httes to data 
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so'/'ti.*s ihi/i have fpfc/marnm ivifiK'swd h 'he >:h<.-/ns apJ the /'loa'ss 'cso/ves the 
/r/fk^ h\ /ss///?/i^ /ei///t'^rs k> iJn- Jafe sout i.cs ilwrn'^Ji t >}><.' at f}i<'! e ynreu ,f] k {sl'C, AhsuiKt 
Col (> Sines 2(->-4(>) 1 iie ij.uc\%fn\ in ! oniotb fue nui "^(.nuc nnipfLf^ iIkit ps hJc u 
\iafhkiid inikfjiK^ t( > a cof u'spoiichn-^ onc! >t ih>. difhwni t\pi. \ o/ st'/wct'v, 

\v.xotdini:K foi at Icd.si ihc ifasiins above, Li>ntoth uoc^ not v^ntictpvUe cidtin 10 
Vloieoxer claims 11-17 ait' p.ui-'iitable o\ci I onioth di IcaM b\ xnUic ofUicti di.'pci)dci)cc 
from claim 1 0. 

The rejection of claims 3 and 5 are moot as claims 3 and 5 are currently canceled 
witlioiit prejudice. Therefore, witJidrawal of the above obviousness rejections is requested. 

Submitted, 

^\ fjank \ DeRosa/ 
I'lank HeRosa 
iU-si \o 43 
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